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Texas Education Agency Re: Whether the phrase
Austin, Texas "Juniocr Colleges located

immediately adjacent to
state boundary linss,”
as used in Subsection (e
(), Seetion 1 of Article
2654¢, krnown ag the (ol-
lege Tuition lLaw, applies
to certain Junlor College
Distriets, the boundaries
of which dc not adjoin the

Dear Dr. Edgar: State boundary line,
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Your request for an opinion recites that Article
2654¢ of Vernon's Civil Statutes prescribes the tulticn rates
to be charged at the several institutions of higher learning
supported in whole or in part by public funds appropriated
from the State Treasury. Subsection (e) (3) of Seection 1 of
this Artilcle, however, provides 1n part:

'tand provided further, that the
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non-resident student registraticn fees shall
not apply to junior colleges lcocated immediate-
1y adjacent to State boundary lines, which in-
stitutions shall collect frcem each non-resident
student who registers for twelve (12) or more
semester or term hours of work an amount eguiv-
alent to the amount charged students frem

Texas by similar schools In the State of which
the said non-resident student shall be a resl-

dent."” (Emphasis ours.)

In view of the foregoing, you ask whether a junilor
college, Lhe boundary line of which does not adjoin the Sftate
boundary line, but which is located in whole or part in a
county whilch ﬂoas 50 adjJoin, would be consldered a Junlor POL—
lege located "immediately adjacent to State boundary lines,"
within the meaning of the above guoted statutory provislion.
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As was pointed out in the case of Long v, London
& Lancashire Indemnity Co, of America, C.C.A, Ohio, 119 F.2d
628, the phrase "immediately adjacent" is synonymous with the
phrase "immediately adjoining" and excludes the existence of
any intervening space. By the use of the adverb "immediately"
in conjunction with the word "“adjacent" we believe that the
Legislature intended that there should be direct contact be-
tween the boundary line of the Junior College District and the
State boundary line. Steel Products Corp, v, Zbytonlewskil
70 N.W.2d 671, 270 Wis, 245; Parsons v, Town of Wethersfield,
60 A,2d 771, 135 Conn, 24, 4 A,L.R.2d 3303 Pickens v, Mary-
land Casualty Co., 2 N.W.2d 593, It would not suffice for the
Junior College District to be located in a county the bounda-
ries of which were contiguous to the State boundary line.

This view is consistent with the administrative con-
struction which has been given this section of Article 2654c
since its enactment by Acts, 50th Legislature, Regular Session,
1947, Chapter 218, page 391.

You are accordingly advised that it is our opinion
that a Junior College is not immediately adjacent to the State
boundary line unless the boundary line of the Junior College
District adjoins or makes direct contact with the State boun-
dary line.

SUMMARY

A Junior College is not immediately adjacent
to the State boundary line within the meaning of
Subsection (e) (3) of Section 1 of Article 2654¢
unless the boundary line of the Junior College
District adjoins or makes direct contact with the
State boundary line.

Yours very truly,

WILL WILSON
Attorney General of Texas
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Leonard Passmore
Assistant
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